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Interagency Off-Highway Vehicle Project 





WHERE ARE WE NOW? 


e BLM and Forest Service issued a final environmental im- 
pact statement (EIS)/plan amendment January 5, 2001. 





The FS issued its Record of Decision at that time. The 
BLM received eight protests on the EIS and resolved them 
in May 2003. BLM issued its ROD June 18, 2003. 

e The decision restricts motorized wheeled cross-country 
travel on 5.8 million acres in Montana, North Dakota and 
portions of South Dakota. 

e Exceptions: emergency and necessary adminis- 
trative use; lease and permit holders subject to 
the provisions of their permits or leases; camp- 
ing within 300 feet of roads or trails; disabled 
access per the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and 
firewood and Christmas tree cutting in specific 
areas where allowed by the local office. 

¢ The ROD amends nine BLM land use plans in 
Montana and the Dakotas. 


HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


e The BLM and FS Northern Region administer 
26.6 million acres in Montana/Dakotas (BLM 
8.4, FS 18.2). 

¢ OHV traffic has increased 92 percent since 
1990; many land use plans were written prior 
to1990. 

e When the IS process began, 16 million acres 
were open to motorized cross-country travel, 
which could allow the spread of noxious weeds, 
create user conflicts, cause erosion, damage 
Cultural sites, and disrupt wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 

¢ The goal of the ElS/plan amendment is to pre- 
vent these problems and take the first step to- 
wards the long-term goal of designating routes 
through site-specific planning. 


SOUTH DAKOTA 




















WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


¢ Through site-specific planning, the BLM and FS will in- 
ventory, map, analyze and designate roads and trails 
as open, seasonally open, or closed. 

e Agencies will prioritize site-specific planning areas 
within 6 months of the ROD. The agencies will involve 
the public in the prioritization and site-specific planning. 

¢ Planning will be initiated for: 

e High Priority Areas: within 2 years. 

e Medium Priority Areas: within 5 years. 

e Low Priority Areas: as resources are available. 

e Additional funding will be necessary to complete site- 
specific planning, signing, and maintaining the site- 
specific planning schedule. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


Where BLM and FS lands are interminglec, OHV users will 
now have consistent rules. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Richard Hopkins, (406) -896-5037; or go to 
www.mt.bIim.gov/ea/ohv/index.htmI. 
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Lewis and Clark Bicentennial 





WHERE ARE WE NOW? 


e The 200th Anniversary of the Lewis and Clark (L&C) Expedition is 
2003-2006. 

e The L&C Bicentennial is a national initiative that spans 7iuiiiple 
jurisdictions and involves local communities, tribal governments 
and private organizations. 

e The Bicentennial is expected to draw enthusiasts from across the country and abroad, placing significant 
pressure on public lands along the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT). 

¢ Because of the significant land base managed by Montana BLM, the Bicentennial is an incredible 
opportunity for our agency to increase public awareness about BLM, natural resources and stewardship. 

e Visitors to public lands along the L&C NHT will leave with an impression of how public lands are managed. 
All phases of our planning will deliver powerful messages to the visiting public. 











HOW DID WE GET THERE? 


¢ BLM manages about 330 miles of land along the 
L&C NHT—more than any other federal land- 
managing agency. Of the 330 BLM miles, 310 are 
in Montana and include nationally significant 
segments such as Pompeys Pillar and the Upper 
Missouri River Breaks national monuments. 

¢ Montana BLM initiated planning efforts in 1996 to 
prepare for the increased visitation and publicity. 
From that effort we developed a strategy plan 
involving the following key components: Trail 
Protection/Restoration; Enhancing the Visitor's 
Experience, American Indian Involvement, and 
Partnerships. 

¢ The strategy identifies projects and opportunities 
that are compatible with our mission and responsive 
to local needs. 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 





e In order to be ready, we need to complete 
infrastructure projects before the Bicentennial 
begins. 

e We need adequate resources to ensure safety, 
security, and protection on-the-ground. 




















¢ We have developed a tiered (priority) system 
to manage the program effectively. Top tier 
projects would cost about $7 million 
(excluding construction costs for Pompeys 
Pillar and Fort Benton interpretive centers) 
and will receive priority attention. Second tier 
projects would cost about $10 million and will 
be initiated if additional support becomes 
available. 

¢ We received $1.67 million for L&C 
Bicentennial activities in FY02 and a similar 
level of funding in FYO3. This funding level is 
not enough to implement tier 1 projects. 

¢ Funding levels for our two monuments, which 
are integral parts of the L&C NHT, are not 
adequate; this further constrains our L&C 
efforts for other travel segments. 

e As the Bicentennial Commemoration 
approaches cur 3-state area in 2004, we will 
shift funding priorities from infrastructure 
improvements to a more operational 
emphasis. 

e We are seeking alternative funding 
opportunities for the entire program through 
partnerships with other agencies and private 
organizations. 





WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ The Corps of Discovery spent more travel time in Montana than in any other state and recent visitor 
projection surveys indicate that thousands will retrace its footsteps. 

¢ Key partners include Montana L&C Bicentennial Commission; National L&C Bicentennial Commission; and 
the National L&C Trail Heritage Foundation. 

¢ Local economies will benefit from increased tourism. However, many challenges are associated with 
increased visitation to public lands. BLM needs to be prepared. 

¢ BLM will continue to work with our partners to address resource needs to provide quality, safe visitor 
experiences and maintain the integrity of the trail. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Richard Fichtler, (406) 329-3884; or go to www.mt.bim.gov/lewisandclark/index.htmI. 





fh 
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Interpretive Center at Pompeys Pillar National Monument 









WHERE ARE WE NOW? NORTH DAKOTA 
MONTANA 
¢ Pompeys Pillar National Monument has been designated by the 
National Lewis & Clark Bicentennial Council as the site of one of 
15 national Lewis & Clark Signature events. The Pompeys Pillar 
Signature event will be in July 2006. 

¢ The Pompeys Pillar Interpretive Center Environmenial 
Assessment/Amendment has been appeaied by one party. BLM is working with the field solicitor to resolve 
the protest. The appeal is essentially a reiteration of an earlier unsuccessful protest filed by the same 
party. Design work for the center has been completed and construction is expected to begin in the spring 
of 2004 with a 2005 completion date. 

e Asa side note, United Harvest has completed construction of a large, high-speed grain elevator on private 
lands adjacent to Pompeys Pillar. This project resulted in the National Trust for Historic Preservation listing 
the monument as one of the 11 most endangered historic sites in the U.S. The Pompeys Pillar Historical 
Association was unsuccessful in legal attempts to stop the project. 








SOUTH DAKOTA 





HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


¢ Pompeys Pillar is a 121-foot 
sandstone butte 28 miles 
northeast of Billings, Montana. 
The only known physical 
evidence of the Lewis and Clark 
expedition that is still visible 
along the trail is Captain Clark's 
signature which he carved into 
the Pillar on July 25, 1806. He 
recorded doing so in his journal. 

* The BLM purchased Pompeys 
Pillar November 22, 1991, for its 
historic significance and its 4 + 
interpretive and recreational ir on 8 Ry Bie 
potential. Pesta lite ancient Wa Ma AD etn 

¢ In 1992, the BLM constructed : | 
limited facilities for the 
protection of resources and the 
comfort and safety of visitors. Facilities included a small, log contact station and a stairway tc Clark's 
Signature and the top of the Pillar. 

e The Pompeys Pillar Historical Association has worked closely with BLM in the acquisition, operation and 
development of this site. It has also agreed to raise $2 million to match an FY1999 $2 million 
Congressional appropriation to go toward the construction of a new interpretive center. 


> 























In FY2002, Congress appropriated an additional $2.9 
million for construction of the center. 

The site’s designation as a national monument on 
January 17, 2001, was widely supported. 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


We need to remain cognizant of our ability to fund 
annual operation and maintenance costs. We will 
need to explore all available means to provide 
funding to keep the center open, especially since the 
community has expressed a strong desire to have a 
year-round facility operation. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


Public interest is high regarding both the site itself 
and construction of an interpretive center 

Feedback from public meetings, briefings for elected 
officials, and public comment letters has been 
generally favorable. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Richard Kodeski, (406) 896-5235. 





























/ 
“3h MONTANA/DAKOTAS BLM) AUGUST 2003 








Undaunted Stewardship 
WHERE ARE WE NOW? mi 
NORTH DAKOTA \ 
¢ BLM’s FY2003 budget includes $1 million to fund projects related MONTANA | 
to the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail under the _————— | 








Undaunted Stewardship umbrella. ceiiienienes 
e Although Undaunted Stewardship funding was made through 
BLM's budget, the intent is not to use this money for projects that 


would traditionally be funded by requiar BLM appropriations. The 
BLM, Montana State University, Montana Stockgrowers, and an advisory board will jointly select projects. 


HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


e The Undaunted Stewardship concept came 
from Montana's ranching and agriculture 
community. 

e It was initiated to recognize the stewardship 
of private landowners that has resulted in 
many areas along the Lewis and Clark Trail 
remaining undeveloped and most closely 
resembling what Lewis and Clark saw 
during their expedition through the state. 

e¢ Another aspect of Undaunted Stewardship 
is to develop on-the-ground projects with 
private landowners that will further enhance 
the natural resources along the trail. 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


¢ BLM as a member of the executive couicil 
helped develop agreements that: 

¢ Lay out a methodology to prioritize and 
select projects for funding; 

e Create the means to fund projects through 
the University when needed; 

¢ Encourage the use of partnerships with 
other organizations to leverage available 
funding 

e Weare developing management plans, 
kiosks, and identifying projects to 
showcase12 Montana ranches 




















WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 






















¢ The Montana Stockgrowers Association was 
instrumental in obtaining the Undaunted 
Stewardship appropriation and serves on the 
executive council. 

¢ Several conservation groups are involved in the 
process and will offer advice concerning projects 
along the Missouri and other rivers and streams 
along the Lewis and Clark Trail. 

e Montana State University is providing outreach and 
research and science assistance for the 
development and implementation of projects. It is 
also assisting private landowners in developing 
management strategies. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Howard Lemm, (406) 896-5117. 
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WHERE ARE WE NOW? 


Visitor Center for the Upper Missouri 
River Breaks National Monument 









NORTH DAKOTA 





“ MONTANA 
The community of Fort Benton has proposed a new visitor center 
to replace the BLM’s existing visitor contact station. 
Congress has appropriated $2.5 million for construction of a new 
facility. However, BLM is concerned about long-term funding for 
operations, maintenance and staffing. 
BLM is currently planning a 5,250-square foot center located on a 5.2-acre site adjacent to the Missouri 
River which would be donated by the City of Fort Benton. 





SOUTH DAKOTA 








HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


The need for improved 
visitor facilities surfaced 
in the late 1980s. 

BLM’s current 750- 
square foot visitor 
contact station is in Fort 
Benton’s downtown area 
in a small, converted 
house that is more than 
100 years old. 

As the head of the 149- 
mile Upper Missouri 
National Wild and 
Scenic River and the 
Upper Missouri River 
Breaks National 
Monument, Fort Benton 
is experiencing = 
increased tourism that is oe, See 
being fed by the 

approaching Lewis and Clark Bicentennial. 

Tourism provides an economic boost to the local economy, but there is also recognition of infrastructure 
needs such as an improved visitor center. 











WH.".T NEEDS TO BE DONE? 























e BLM has prepared an environmental assessment 
that analyzes development of the visitor center. 
The EA has been reviewed by the public and after 
revision, finalized. 

e Split Rock Studios has completed the interpretive 
prospectus. Meetings were held in Lewistown 
and Fort Benton in late June 2003 concerning 
interpretive themes. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ Local public interest is high. 

e The concept of a new visitor center has support 
from both county and city officials. However, 
these local partners have questioned the amount 
of local support, such as in-kind services, that will 
be needed to augment BLM'’s limited capabilities 
to fund operation and maintenance costs. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Gary E Slagel, (406) 538-7461 
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Bitter Creek and Mountain Plover 
Areas Of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Plan Amendment 
and Environmental Assessment (EA) 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The BLM has amended the Judith-Valley-Phillips Resource Management Plan (RMP) to designate two new ACECs in 
Valley County: Bitter Creek and Mountain Plover. The BLM prepared a draft plan amendment and environmental 
assessment in February 2000 and issued a final in December 2000. The Record of Decision was signed August 8, 2003, 
after two protests were resolved. 


ISSUES: 
An ACEC is an area where special management attention is required to protect important historic, cultural or scenic 
values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards. 


In November 1990, the BLM received the Mixed Grass Prairie ACEC nomination which encompassed approximately 
350,000 acres of public land in north Valley County. In March 1998, the BLM completed an evaluation of this nomination 
finding that only the Bitter Creek WSA met ACEC criteria due to diversity of vegetation, habitats and scenery. 


The Judith-Valley-Phillips RMP evaiuated the 9,600-acre Mountain Plover area in 1992 and found it to be a potential 
ACEC. Further evaluations by BLM resulted in enlarging the area to 24,730 acres to include all the key habitat in the Little 
Beaver Creek area. The area is unique, as other Montana BLM plover habitats are on prairie dog towns. 


The Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, is proposing to list the mountain plover as a threatened species. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The Bitter Creek ACEC encompasses the 59,660-acre Bitter Creek Wilderness Study Area (WSA), which is not proposed 
for wilderness designation. If Congress adopts BLM’s recommendation and releases Bitter Creek from WSA status, the 
BLM will initiate a management plan for the ACEC within two years. The area will continue under WSA management until 
an ACEC management plan is completed. 


The Mountain Plover ACEC, covering about 24,730 acres, is located in south Valley County. It includes the hardpan 
areas of the drainage ways in the very sparse, nearly barren Little Beaver Creek area, which is a preferred habitat for 
mountain plovers. Proposed management restricts disturbances during nesting and brood rearing by the mountain plover 
from April 1 to July 31. Current management for livestock grazing will continue but any changes or revisions based on 
standards for rangeland health and guidelines for livestock grazing management will address mountain plover habitat. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Numerous conservation groups and individuals submitted comments supporting the original 350,000-acre Mixed Grass 
Prairie nomination. The Mountain Plover nomination had less public interest with comments advocating a larger area with 
more restrictions. Local oral and written comments were mixed, with both support and opposition to the ACECs. The 
protest period on the final document ended February 21, 2001. The BLM received protests from an organization and an 
individual before that date. 


CONTACT: 
John Fahigren, 406 228-3757 
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Butte Resource Management Plan (RMP) Revision 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The Butte Field Office will be revising the Headwaters Resource Management Plan (RMP) over the next 3 years. 
Because the new RMP will follow the Butte Field Office boundary (as opposed to being split between Butte and 
Lewistown field offices), the new name of the RMP will be the Butte RMP. This will help separate the new 
document from the old, and from the Lewistown portion that will still be managed under the Headwaters RMP 
until its revision. 


ISSUES: 

The issues and management concerns are preliminary and based on the best information known to date. 
Preparation of the RMP will afford many opportunities for collaboration with local, state, federal and tribai 
governments and land management agencies, public interest groups, and public land users. As a result, issues 
and concerns may need to be modified to reflect public comments and concerns raised during formal scoping. 


Issues identified in the Preparation Plan are: vegetation management, special status species, water quality/ 
quantity/aquatic species, travel management and access, special management area designations (wild and 
scenic rivers, wilderness study areas, areas of critical environmental concern), commercial uses (including oil 
and gas), and land ownership adjustments. Other management concerns identified for the RMP revision 
include: air quality, abandoned mine lands, soil resources, cultural and paleontological resources, visual 
resource management, and social/economic concerns. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

In December 2002 the Montana State Office approved the Preparation Plan, and in August 2003 a contractor 
(Tetra Tech) was hired to assist the Butte Field Office in the preparation of the Butte RMP. Public scoping will 
begin in the fall of 2003. The Management Situation Analysis and Alternatives will be developed in FY 2004, 
with a Draft EIS being released in early FY 2005. 


The State of Montana, eight counties, and four Native American tribes have been invited to be cooperating 
agencies in this process; so far, several counties have indicated an interest in this process. The Butte FO will 
work closely with any cooperating agencies, the public, Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA, and 
the Western Montana Resource Advisory Council throughout the RMP process. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Public interest is expected to be high because the RMP will set the direction for how the field office will be 
managed over the next 10-15 years. There is growing concern (based on past and current projects) over the 
management of roads and trails, wildlife and vegetation, fuels management, special area designations, etc. 


CONTACT: 
Ruth Miller, 406 533-7645 
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Dillon Resource Management Plan 


WHERE ARE WE NOW? 









NORTH DAKOTA 





¢ The Dillon Field Office in southwestern Montana is working on a 
resource management plan (RMP) to replace the management 
framework plan (MFP) approved in 1979. 

¢ The RMP will identify land use allocations and provide guidance 
for implementing future land use decisions on about 902,000 
surface acres and 1.3 million acres of federal mineral estate. 

¢ RMPs generally take three to five years to complete and are approved by the State Director. This multi- 
year process will require an ongoing commitment of agency resources. 


MONTANA 





SOUTH DAKOTA 








HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


¢ Statutory, regulatory, policy and socioeconomic 
changes have occurred since the completion of 
the Dillon MFP in 1979. 

¢ Issues related to threatened, endangered and 
sensitive species; changes in intensity of uses 
on public lands; vegetation management and 
fuels reduction; travel management; special 
management designations; and the general 
increasing demand for public lands and 
resources have emerged in the planning area. 

¢ As Montana's top planning priority, funding 
became available in 2001 to begin the RMP 
process. Early on, Beaverhead County joined 
the effort as a cooperating agency; Madison 
County committed to the process in late 2002. 

¢ Scoping was conducted in FY 2001 and into FY 
2002; this included several open house 
meetings throughout the planning area. 

¢ An information fair was held in the spring of 
2002 to share information about the ongoing 
planning process and data to be used in the 
RMP. 

¢ The Western Montana Resource Advisory 
Council (RAC) convened three subgroups 
between March and September of 2002 to 
assist BLM with evaluations of potential Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), Wild and Scenic Rivers, and travel management options. 

¢ Beaverhead and Madison counties along with the Montana Consensus Council hosted nine Focus 
Question Workshops throughout February 2003 to collect recommendations to assist the RMP planning 
team with alternative development. 
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WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


¢ The planning team established the baseline “No Action” 
alternative that describes current management and is 
beginning development of alternative ways to manage 
the resources in the Dillon planning area. Impacts of the 
alternatives will be analyzed over the next year and 
released in the Draft RMP/EIS in March 2004. 

¢ Development of alternatives will include consideration of 
rivers deemed eligible for further study under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act and management options for 
areas deemed as potential Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACECs) based on evaluation of 
nominations conducted during scoping and the early 
phases of the planning process. 

e The current schedule targets release of a Draft RMP/EIS 
in March 2004 followed by a 90-day public review and 
comment period. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ The Montana Consensus Council assisted BLM in 
developing public participation strategies based on 
suggestions made by the public. The MCC also 
assisted the Western Montana RAC in convening 
subgroups to work on ACEC nominations, Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and travel management. 

e Beaverhead and Madison Counties are formal 
cooperating agencies in the planning process, guided by 
memoranda of understanding. 

¢ The Western Montana RAC has made 
recommendations to the BLM for inclusion in the RMP 
based on work conducted by RAC subgroups on ACEC 
nominations, Wild and Scenic Rivers and travel 
management. 

¢ Other interests include: 

* several national and state-level conservation and 

environmental organizations; 

State and local officials, especially at the county level; 

the local ranching and agricultural community; 

recreationists, especially hunters; 

wilderness and wildlife advocates; 

users in the oil and gas, utility, mining and timber 

industries; . , 

¢ other state and federal management agencies. he a 








FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Renee Johnson, RMP Project Manager, at (406) 683-8016; Tim Bozorth, Dillon Field Manager, at 
(406) 683-2337; or call our toll-free number at 1-877-521-2889; or go to www.mt.bIm.gov/dfo/rmp. 
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Fire Management Planning and Funding 





WHERE ARE WE NOW? 


¢ Aseries of active fire seasons, prolonged drought and additional 
Congressional funding continue to change our fire program. 

e We are updating fire management plans to addres and plan for 
a full range of fire management activities that will help us reduce 
the risk and cost of severe wildfires and protect communities and 
homes. This will help us identify opportunities to use prescribed 
fire and mechanical treatments to reduce hazardous fuels and meet other resource management 
objectives. 

e Montana/Dakotas BLM released a statewide fire management plan and an environmental assessment on 
August 10, 2001. After additional public review and comment, a revised plan and EA were released. The 
protest period for this proposed plan and EA ends 
August 30, 2003. When complete, the plan will allow | f 
us to comply with the Federal Wildland Fire ~~ 224 
Management Policy and the National Fire Plan. : 

e These updated plans will be used in the Fire 
Management Activity Plan (FMAP) to identify 
Statewide fire management objectives, staffing and 
equipment needs, and anticipated costs. The FMAP 
helps us identify our most efficient level (MEL). 

¢ We are now hiring staff to meet 100 percent of our 
MEL and are focusing on contracting with local 
entities. 

e Weare working with our state, local and federal 
partners to prioritize communities at risk, develop 
plans for protecting these communities and provide 
the funding to implement the plans. 

e We developed a process to distribute funds to local/ 
rural fire departments, again in conjunction with our 
interagency partners. Since 2000, this program has 
distributed more than $3.5 million to local and county 
fire departments in Montana and the Dakotas for 
equipment, training, and prevention activities. 












Ay 


4 


\ Ses 









— 
iat at 7 
° 
es 
~ 


a 
~ 
—"_ 


HOW DID WE GET HERE? 





¢ Acombination of dry, overgrown fuels and dry, hot 
weather throughout the West in recent summers has 
led to a series of active fires with many communities and homes destroyed, damaged or threatened. 

e The BLM is responsible for wildiand fire protection on more than 8 million acres of public land in Montana/ 
Dakotas. 


¢ BLM also protects more than 600,000 acres of other federal and state lands in eastern Montana. 
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WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Tom Boatner, Fire Management Officer, (406) 896-2914; or go to www.mt.bim.gov/fire/fire. htm. 








We are considering how to best manage 
wildiand fires and use prescribed fires and 
mechanical treatments to reduce hazardous 
fuels while achieving resource objectives. 
We must also meet the expectations of the 
Congressional legislation which requires us 
to focus efforts in five key areas: 
Firefighting 

e We are continuing to hire employees to 
achieve 100 percent of our MEL. 

« We have added four heavy engines (two 
in Miles City, two in Lewistown); a single 
engine airtanker in Lewistown; and air 
attack/detection aircraft in Lewistown. 

¢ We will start to upgrade or build new fire +, Smee 
facilities in Bridger, Ekalaka and Jordan. “oo 

e We completed facilities in Miles City and 
Lewistown and began planning for a new regional interayency fire cache in Billings. 

. Rehabilitation & Restoration 

¢ We have completed post-fire rehabilitation on all BLM acres burned in 2000, 2001, and 2002 that 
require it. Plans are underway to rehab acreage burned in 2003. Some projects are multi-year and will 
continue until restoration is complete. 

. Hazardous Fuel Reduction 

¢ We are expanding our fuels/prescribed fire grogram and identifying communities most at risk from 
wildland fire. 

¢ With Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) and other agencies with fire 
responsibility, we will plan and implement projects to protect those communities. 

. Community Assistance 

¢ Montana has more than 400 recognized volunteer and rural fire departments. 

* We coordinated with DNAC, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Forest Service, North Dakota Forest Service, and 
Fish and Wildlife Service to distribute $670,000 for rural fire assistance in Montana and the Dakotas in 
FYO1. All 56 Montana counties received funding. We distributed an additional $670,000 in FY02. In 
FYO3, we will distribute approximately $700,000 to rural fire departments in these 3 states. 

¢ We applied available funding to the most pressing equipment and training needs. 

. Accountability 

¢ Nationally, the BLM has established reporting procedures and tracking systems to identify what work 
we are accomplishing with National Fire Plan funds. We make quarterly reports to Congress. 








Public interest in the fire program peaks during the fire season, and is more intense when property and 
structures are threatened. 

We have also received considerable interest from those seeking employment. 

Local and county governments are very interested in our fire program. 
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Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument 


WHERE ARE WE NOW? 

e On January 17, 2001, the president designated the Upper NORTH DAKOTA 
Missouri River Breaks National Monument with a Presidential —_e" 
Proclamation. 

¢ The Lewistown Ficid Office is working on a resource = | seve paKowa 


management plan (RMP) for public lands in the monument. 
e The RMP will guide resource decisions on approximately 
375,000 acres of public land. 
e The schedule is: 
2002 -- conducted public scoping and began collecting data; 
2003 -- collect data and develop alternatives; 
2004 -- estimate effects and release a draft RMP/EIS; 
2005 -- respond to comments and release a final RMP/EIS and approved RMP. 


HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


¢ The proclamation recognizes the spectacular array of biological, geological and historical resources found 
on public lands in this area. 

¢ The designation presents the public and BLM with an important opportunity to prepare a management plan 
to establish guidance, 
objectives and 
management actions for 
these lands and 
resources. 

e The proclamation aiso 
emphasizes that the BLM 
will remain the managing 
agency for these public 
lands. 

¢ The BLM is responsible 
for seeking public input 
and using that information 
throughout the RMP and 
EIS planning process. 














WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


e This RMP is a multi-year process that will require an 
ongoing commitment of agency resources. 
¢ Scoping is the first stage of the planning process and closely 
involves the public with identifying issues, providing 
resource and other information, and developing planning 
criteria to quide preparation of the RMP. Our scoping 
process included 11 public meetings in July 2002, and 
generated 5,700 ietters and emails. 
e The scoping process identified these issue categories: 
Access and Transportation 
Health of the Land and Fire 
Natural Gas Exploration and Development 
Visitor Use, Services and Infrastructure 
e In July 2003, the BLM hosted 11 workshops across north- 
central Montana to gather management ideas from 
interested members of the public. BLM will continue 
soliciting management ideas to use as building blocks for 
alternatives in the RMP. These ideas would be most useful if 
received by August 31, 2003. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


e Public interest is high both locally and nationally. About 
6,000 people and organizations are on the RMP mailing list. 

e The conservation community and those involved in the 
tourism industry continue to support the monument 
designation. 

e¢ Those involved with agriculture along the river corridor or in 
the uplands fear the monument designation will impact their 
ability to use their private in-holdings and/or their BLM 
grazing permits within the monument. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Gary Slagel, Monument Manager, (406) 538-7461; or 
go to www.mt.bim.gov/ido/um/index.htmi. 
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Judith-Valley-Phillips Oil And Gas Supplemental Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The BLM is responsible for oil and gas leasing on BLM-administered subsurface in north-central Montana in Fergus, 
Petroleum, Judith Basin, Phillips, and Valley counties and the southern portion of Chouteau County. The BLM expects 
continued interest in oil and gas exploration and development. In the 1992 final Judith-Valley-Phillips RMP/EIS, the BLM 
evaluated the types of stipulations needed on oil and gas leases to protect other resources. In response to a protest 
received on the final RMP/EIS, the BLM is preparing an Oil and Gas Supplemental RMP/EIS to evaluate the need to avoid 
leasing in areas with valuable wildlife habitat. The supplemental RMP/EIS, along with the final RMP/EIS, will be the basis 
for a record of decision (ROD) to lease with appropriate stipulations to protect resources, or not to lease because of 
sensitive resources which cannot be protected with stipulations. 


ISSUES: 

In September 1988, the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) protested the BLM'’s issuance of oil and gas leases in 
Montana claiming an inadequate analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act and non-compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act. The BLM’s November 1988 decision on this protest was that BLM would suspend lease 
issuance on tracts with special wildlife stipulations until a new RMP/EIS was completed meeting the Bureau's 


supplemental program guidance. 


In September 1988, the BLM issued a notice of intent to prepare an RMP/EIS for public lands in north-central Montana. 
One of the issues identified for the RMP was oil and gas leasing. The draft RMP/EIS was released for public comment in 
July 1991. The NWF raised the concern that the November 1988 decision was not mentioned, much less identified as a 
practical alternative. The BLM’s response to this comment was that areas nominated for lease which would require 
special stipulations to protect wildlife would not be offered for lease, but this was an interim policy until the RMP/EIS was 
completed and not an alternative. 


In December 1992 the BLM released the final RMP/EIS for a 30-day protest period. In January 1993, the NWF protested 
the final RMP/EIS because the document neither mentioned the 1988 decision nor identified an alternative of carrying the 
temporary arrangement forward to avoid leasing valuable wildlife habitat. After careful review of this issue, the state 
director decided that the protest warranted a supplement to the final RMP/EIS addressing an alternative for oil and gas 
leasing that would avoid leasing valuable wildlife habitat. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The supplemental RMP/EIS addresses two additional alternatives for oil and gas leasing on 3.1 million acres in north- 
central Montana. One alternative would avoid oil and gas leasing in areas with valuable wildlife habitat. The other 
aieinative would provide for oil and gas leasing while protecting other resource values through stipulations or closing 
areas where resource values are not compatible with exploration and development. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 
In April 1998, the BLM mailed the draft Oil and Gas Supplemental RMP/EIS to approximately 500 agencies, 
organizations, and individuals for a 90-day public comment period. The BLM received 10 comment letters. 


The BLM is currently preparing a biological assessment for threatened and endangered species and expects to issue a 
final oil and Gas Supplemental RMP/EIS in the winter of 2003/2004. 


CONTACT: 
Jerry Majerus, 406 538-7461 
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Badger-Two Medicine Applications For Permit To Drill (APDS) 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: | 
Fina Oil and Chemical Company and Chevron USA both wanted to drill exploratory wells on their leases in the Badger-Two Medicine 
area of the Lewis and Clark National Forest, south of Glacier National Park (GNP). The Fina site is about 2.5 miles south of US Highway 
2 and the southern boundary of GNP on a broad ndge between Hall Creek and one of its tributaries; the Chevron site ts approximately 9 
air miles southeast of the Fina site on the northeast slope of Goat Mountain, between the north and south forks of Badger Creek. 
Chevron USA sold its interests in the spring of 1999 to Ocean Energy Resources incorporated (Ocean). Ocean was approved as the 
Successor Unit Operator and has taken responsibility for the initial well proposed by Chevron. Effective July 1, 2000. Sydney M. 
Longwell acquired Fina’s lease interest, including responsibility for the proposed well. 


ISSUES: 
The BLM decides whether or not to approve APDs on federal leases. On national forest land, however, the FS has primary responsibility 
for surface related issues while the BLM has primary responsibility for “down hole” issues. 


Fina submitted its APD in 1983. and it was approved three times previous to the 1993 decision: in 1985, 1987 and 1991. All three 
decisions were appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA). The IBLA remanded the 1985 decision, returned the 1987 
decision to the agencies at the request of the FS, and remanded the 1991 decision at the request of the BLM. Primary issues of the 
appeals were grizzly bear habitat; the rights retained by the Blackfeet Tribe: proximity to GNP and the Bob Marshall and Great Bear 
wildernesses; and the split of responsibilities between the BLM and the FS. Among the many appellants were the National Wildlife 
Federation (NWF), the Blackfeet Indian Tribe, the Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and the Badger Chapter of the Glacier-Two Medicine 
Alliance. The Assistant Secretary of the interior concurred with the 1993 decision to approve the APD; therefore. it was not subject to 
appeal to the IBLA. The NWF. five other conservation groups, and three Native American groups filed suit on April 14, 1993, in U.S. 
District Court in Great Falis, Montana, to set aside the approved APD. Based on the Secretary's suspension order, the Department of 
Justice filed a motion to dismiss that suit. On July 28, 1993, the district court denied the motion to dismiss and ordered all proceedings in 
the case stayed until May 1, 1994. The court ordered administrative termination of this case on March 10, 1997. This termination is 
without prejudice to the rights of the parties to reopen proceedings for good cause shown, for the entry of any stipulation or order, or for 
any other purpose required to obtain a final determination of the litigation. 


Chevron USA relinquished approximately 21,000 lease acres out of its 89,000 lease acre package in the Badger-Two Medicine area and 
adjacent lands on the Flathead National Forest during December 1998. The remaining 68.000 acres have been assigned during 1999 
and Chevron no longer owns interest in federal oil and gas ieases in the area. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The BLM “adopted” the Forest Service (FS) decision to approve Fina’s surface use and operating plan, and in January 1993, the BLM 
approved Fina's APD for a single exploratory well. The Secretary of the Interior approved three consecutive one-year suspensions to the 
APD running through June 1996. 


Also in June 1996, BLM issued a one-year suspension of operations and production on Fina’s ‘ease at the request of the FS. During the 
earlier suspensions, the Lewis and Clark National Forest received a final report from a contractor regarding the eligibility determinations 
for cultural properties within the Badger-Two Medicine area. Again, in June 1997, a one-year suspension was granted to continue 
review of cultural properties. A formal request for determination of eligibility for cultural properties within the Badger-Two Medicine area 
was sent to the Keeper of the National Register in May 1997. After several subsequent letters between the FS and the Keeper, the 
Keeper determined on January 31, 2002, that the Badger-Two Medicine Blackfoot Traditional Cultural District is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. The FS has begin working with the Blackfeet Tribal Council to initiate consultation regarding the 
assessment of effects of this drilling proposa!. The jease suspension will continue until conclusion of the cultural property review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 


The decision on the Ocean APD is still pending completion of a similar review. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Public interest is very high. National organizations are involved, and decisions occasionally get statewide attention. Demonstrations of 
opposition were staged in Great Falls and Missoula, Montana, following the 1993 decision to approve the APD. Senator Baucus 
introduced a bill (S. 1616) on February 5, 1998, to authorize exchange of existing federal oil ard gas leases, including those within the 
Badger-Two Medicine, for federal oil and gas lease sale bidding credits or payments due on existing leases. This bill was not deliberated 
by the 105th Congress. 


On May 1, 2003, Senator Baucus introduced a similar bill (S. 984) in the 108th Congress. No action has been taken on this bill as of yet. 
CONTACT: Don Judice, (406) 791-7789 
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WHERE ARE WE NOW? ee | 

¢ The coal bed natural gas (CBNG) industry is interested in ~ 
developing this resource in southeastern and south central 
Montana — primarily in the Powder River Basin. 

¢ inorder to analyze conventional oil and gas and full field CBNG 
development, the BLM and the State of Montana (Department of 
Environmental Quality and Board of Oil and Gas Conservation) 
prepared a joint environmental impact statement (EIS) and resource management plan (RMP) amendment. 

e The 30-day protest period on the final EIS ended February 18, 2003. A Record of Decision was issued 
April 30, 2003. Several lawsuits were filed 
after release of the Montana and Wyoming 
RODs. 

e Montana BLM's selected alternative will 
sustain resource values, social values and 
existing land uses while facilitating CBNG 
exploration and development. 

¢ Both the Montana and Wyoming RODs 
outlined the use of an interagency working 
group. A working group organizational 
meeting was held June 10, 2003, in 
Sheridan, Wyoming. 





HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


¢ BLM RMPs dating from the mid-1990s 
support conventional oil and gas 
development and limited CBNG exploration 
and production. 

¢ In November 2000, BLM officials determineu 
that CBNG development would result in 
significant impacts that could not be 
mitigated, so the Bureau began working on 
an EIS and RMP amendment to analyze 
reasonably foreseeable CBNG development. 

¢ A lawsuit filed against the Montana Board of 
Oil and Gas Conservation required the State 
of Montana to prepare a comprehensive EIS 
to analyze CBNG development. 

¢ In Montana, there are no producing federal 
CBNG wells, but there are about 240 
producing CBNG wells involving private and 
State land. 
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WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


¢ BLM's purpose for the E!IS/amendment was 
to analyze impacts in the Billings and 
Powder River RMP areas from oil and gas 
development (particularly from CBNG 
exploration), production and reclamation. 

¢ The State of Montana's purpose was to 
analyze statewide effects of further permit 
applications for oil and gas development, 
particularly CBNG. 

¢ The Powder River RMP area encompasses 
about 2.522.950 BLM-administered oil and 
gas acres. 

¢ The Billings RMP area encompasses about 
662,066 BLM-administered oil and gas 
acres in the south-central portion of 
Montana. 

¢ The State of Montana's planning area was statewide with emphasis on the BLM planning areas and three 
areas in Blaine, Park and Gallatin counties. For analysis purposes, BLM and the State of Montana 
predicted that approximately 10,000 to 26,000 coal bed natural gas wells could be drilled in the state over 
the next 20 years in addition to a number of conventional oil and gas wells. 





WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ There is a high level of regional interest in CBNG 
production with most concerns focused on water- 
related impacts. 

¢ Four designated cooperating agencies assisted BLM 
and the State prepare the EIS: the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, U.S. Department of Energy, Crow Tribe and 
the EPA. 

¢ In April 2002 BLM held 5 public hearings and the DEQ 
an additional public hearing on the Draft EIS. We 
received about 17,000 letters/cards/emails. About 
8,000 of those were for Montana; the rest pertained to 
Wyoming's EIS and were forwarded. 

¢ The BLM invited the Northern Cheyenne Tribe to 
participate in all cooperating agency activities. 

¢ Some entities raised concerns regarding Montana and 
Wyoming BLM preparing separate EISs in the Powder 
River Basin, but separate EIS were written because of 
different jurisdictional issues, state regulations and co- 
leads 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION 





Contact Mary Bloom, (406) 233-3649; or go to www.mt.bim.gov/mcfo/index.htmI. 
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Blackleaf Gas Field 





WHERE ARE WE NOW? 
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e BLM and the Forest Service will prepare a new EIS for the Blackleaf 
area to update the cumulative impacts assessed in a 1992 BLM EIS, 
evaluate current drilling proposals, and consider new information. 

e Under federal law and regulations, we are required to act ona 
completed Application for Permit to Drill (APD). 





SOUTH DAKOTA 








HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


e |In 1992, BLM prepared a final environmental impact statement (FEIS) for development of the Blackleaf Gas Field but 
decided not to issue a record of decision until receiving a drilling application. 

e BLM received several notices of staking and drilling applications following completion of the FEIS, but did not 
complete a record of decision due to changes in lease ownership, changes in the unit operator, incomplete drilling 
applications, withdrawal of some staking notices, and 
fluctuating natural gas prices. 

e Encouraged by the recent rise in natural gas prices, three 
companies have staked a total of three well locations. 
One location will support drilling of three wells, and 
another location will support the drilling of two wells. The 
proposals involve both BLM and USFS land. We 
anticipate that one of the operators will propose an 
additional welisite. Our EIS will analyze the proposed 
wells (approximately eight wells from four locations) 
along with another six possible locations that would be 
consistent with reasonable future development should 
paying quantities of gas be found. 

e The Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenario is 
Currently in peer review. 

e Before formally beginning the EIS, we started collecting 
baseline data and conducting internal scoping. The 
Blackleaf EIS Team Leader is Lynn Ricci of the 
Lewistown Field Office. 

e Startech Energy is the unit operator, and the wells it has 
proposed from one location are in the Blindhorse 
Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) about 3 miles from three 
shut-in gas wells. The Startech lease predates the ONA 
designation. 

e The Blackleaf Study Area is located along the Rocky 
Mountain Front 75 miles northwest of Great Falls. It 
contains about 40,327 federal mineral acres (about half 
of which are leased) and 18,176 state and private mineral 
acres. 

e The Blackleaf area provides habitat for a variety of 
wildlife, including several threatened and endangered 
species; contains outstanding scenic qualities; provides a 
variety of recreational opportunities; is important to the 
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tourist industry; is near the Bob Marshall 
Wilderness; contains an Outstanding Natural Area; 
includes part of the Teton Roadiess Area on the 
Lewis and Clark National Forest; and contains a 
significant amount of natural gas reserves. 

e The area has shut-in gas wells, but analysis 
indicates that substantial reserves remain and there 
is a high potential for more gas discoveries and 
production. 

e From 1982 through 1991, total production from four 
wells in the Blackleaf area was 7 billion cubic feet of 
natural gas and 33,400 barrels of oil. 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


e Anew EIS is needed to update the cumulative 
impacts assessed in the 1992 EIS, evaluate the 
Current drilling proposals, and consider new 
information on such resources as Cultural heritage 
and sensitive/threatened and endangered species. 

e Due to staff and time limitations, this EIS will not be 
done “in-house.” We are currently evaluating EIS 
contractor proposals. We hope to have a contractor 
hired by the end of summer 2003. 

e BLM and the Forest Service will work closely with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, the EPA, and Teton County. 

e Preliminary studies for cultural and visual resources began in FY 2002 with initial funding supplied by the WO. These 
studies will b. completed during FY 2003. 

e Preliminary studies for wildlife and vegetation (raptors, fisheries, sensitive plants and noxious weeds) began in spring/ 
summer 2003 and are due to be completed in fall 2003 with additional funding supplied by WO. 

e The Notice of Intent to commence the preparation of the Blackleaf EIS will be drafted in August 2003, and forwarded 
to the WO for review. 








WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ National and local environmental groups (i.e., Montana Wilderness Association) are strongly opposed to any 
development on the Rocky Mountain Front. In addition to the numerous newspaper articles that appear in local and 
national newspapers each month, several letters from concerned citizens and organizations have been submitted at 
the local and state office levels. 
e The Blackfeet and Salish-Kootenai tribes have asked to be notified of any developments in the area. 
¢ Industry interest in the area is increasing. 
e The Lewis and Clark National Forest issued a decision August 28, 1997, not to allow any future oil and gas leasing on 
the Rocky Mountain Front; however, two APDs have been submitted on an existing Lewis and Clark Forest lease. 
The additional APD we anticipate would be located on this lease. 
e¢ The Montana Congressional delegation has been divided on development of the area in the past. 
e Senator Baucus has introduced legislation concerning the oil and gas development on the Rocky Mountain Front. 
While the geographic area described in the legislation encompasses all the wells that will be analyzed in the EIS, the 
bill would not preclude development. 
e Proposed oil and gas development anywhere along Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front brings a high level of interest. 
The Forest Service is currently analyzing an unrelated but controversial drilling proposal in the Badger Two Medicine 
area about 25 miles north of the Blackleaf field. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Don Judice, (406) 791-7789. 
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The Coteau Properties Company (Coteau), 
Coal Lease By Application: West Mine Area 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The BLM received an application on January 18, 2002, to lease tracts of federal coal adjacent to the Freedom 
Mine in Mercer County, North Dakota. These tracts, which include some 5,600 acres and comprise an 
estimated 90 million tons of lignite coal, are part of a larger mine extension. The total permit area will 
encompass some 17,000 acres of intermixed federal and non-federal coal reserves. 


ISSUES: 
The Coteau Properties Company is the lessee and operator of federal coal deposits at the Freedom Mine, 
which began operations in 1983. The proposed lease adjoins the Freedom Mine along its western boundary. 


Due to its coal reserves and configuration, the West Mine Area provides a logical step to extend the life of the 
Freedom Mine. At the current level of production the Freedom Mine can be maintained for approximately 30 
years with coal from the West Mine Area. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The BLM is preparing a leasing Environmental Impact Statement. The Draft EIS is expected to be completed 
and available for comments by September 2003. The proposed federal tracts are considered suitable for 
mining according to the North Dakota Hesource Managemen Plan and E/S (April 1988). Coteau is preparing 
a plan to mitigate concerns over cultural issues. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 
The BLM projects a low to moderate level of non-tribal public interest. Some tribes, however, have voiced 
concerns regarding disturbance of traditional cultural sites in the area of the proposed mine expansion. 


CONTACT: 
Lee Jefferis, 701 227-7713 
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Golden Sunlight Mine (GSM) and Montana State Court Judgment 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

Golden Sunlight Mine, Inc. (GSM) mines and processes gold-bearing ore using facilities located on public and 
private lands near Whitehall, Montana. GSM has conducted mining and mineral processing activities under 
Operating Permit No. 00065 since 1975. When BLM and Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) issued a record of decision in 1998 for expansion of the Golden Sunlight Mine, the EIS analyzed a 
partial pit backfill alternative but it was dismissed after DEQ concluded, in part, that the alternative was not 
considered economically feasible. Environmental groups filed suit against DEQ claiming that the partial pit 
backfill alternative should have been selected as required by the Montana Metal Mine Reclamation Act. A 
2002 Montana State court decision required that GSM submit a partial pit backfill plan. GSM submitted a 
Partial Pit Backfill Plan to the agencies in December 2002. Montana DEQ and BLM are working with a 
contractor to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) to fully evaluate the 
environmental impacts and mitigation measures associated with partially backfilling the GSM pit. 


Bonding is a related issue. The mine bonding requirement would increase dramatically if GSM were required 
to partially backfill into the mine pit. It is impossible to accurately calculate a bonding level without doing 
additional analysis. 


ISSUES: 

The Golden Sunlight Mine is a conventional truck and shovel open-pit mine. Approximately 10 million tons of 
rocks per year are excavated. Only 2.5 million tons of this total are ore, the remainder being waste rock. 
Approximately 300 million tons of wastes have been placed in waste rock dumps. The ore is milled using a vat 
cyanide process. Following processing, the mill stream is piped as a slurry to a lined tailings impoundment. 

An earlier impoundment did experience some leakage in the early 1980s. This was corrected through a series 
of pumpback wells. This impoundment is currently undergoing the early stages of reclamation. 


Because the waste rock at GSM has high potential for “acid rock drainage,” effective reclamation of these 
wastes is crucial. Extensive monitoring of several slopes reclaimed between 1990-1992 has helped the mine 
and agencies determine what reclamation practices have been most effective. Surface water management is 
another critical factor in reclamation success and is an important part of the reclamation plan. Long-term water 
treatment is an integral part of the mine plan. GSM has posted a total bond of over $50 million to cover 
reclamation costs. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

BLM and DEQ are preparing an SEIS to fully evaluate the impacts of the proposed Partial Pit Backfill Plan. 

The consequence of any delay in preparation of the SEIS likely would mean premature closure of the mine and 
loss of approximately 100 jobs. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Public interest in the mine is high. Golden Sunlight employs over 150 people and is an important source of 
revenue for Jefferson County. More than 200 people who support the mine attended an SEIS scoping 
meeting. In 2001 the mine produced 200,000 ounces of gold. 


CONTACT: 
David R Williams, (406) 533-7655 
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Oil And Gas Inspection and Enforcement (l&E) and 
Surface Protection Responsibilities on Trust Lands - 
The Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA) 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

During the last 8 years, three tribal governments have submitted specific requests to enter contracts with the BLM under 
the ISDEAA to assume the responsibility of performing production related oil and gas |&E activities and/or surface 
protection work on trust minerals on their respective reservations. The BLM has signed individual contracts with the 
Blackfeet, Chippowa-Cree and Crow Tribes. In addition, two other tribal governments indicated preliminary interest. 


ISSUES: 

Three oil and gas ISDEAA contracts are active. The contract with the Blackfeet Tribe, which became effective October 1, 
1995, transferred the responsibility for completing all oil and gas !&E activities on both tribal and allotted leases on the 
reservation from the BLM to the tribe. It also transferred responsibility for some environmental/surface protection activities 
to the tribe. We are now in the eighth year of contracting with the Blackfeet Tribe. 


In June 1998, the Chippewa-Cree Tribe of the Rocky Boy’s Reservation proposed entering into an annual funding 
agreement under the terms of its self-governance status under Title IV of the ISDEAA. The proposed agreement covered 
most of the oil and gas functions that the BLM presently provides to the tribe on its reservation including I&E 
responsibilities and surface protection duties. This proposal was later changed to a contract under terms of Title | of the 
act. That contract was approved and became effective October 1, 1998. We are in the fifth year of contracting with the 
Chippewa-Cree Tribe. 


During 2000, the Crow Tribe requested a contract for oil and gas activities under the ISDEAA. Fiscal year 2003 is the 
third year of this contract. 


The Fort Peck Tribes and Turtle Mountain Chippewa Tribe have expressed general interest in this program. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The BLM is one of several federal agencies charged with assuring the maximum Native American participation in federal 
services in their communities so as to render these services, such as oil and gas |&E work, more responsive to the needs 
and desires of those communities under the policy of Indian Self-Determination. We are directed by Title | of the ISDEAA 
to enter into contracts with tribal organizations, at their request, to have them plan, conduct, or administer programs that 
we provide for Indians because of their status as Indians. Under Title IV of the ISDEAA we are directed to enter into 
annual funding agreements with tribal governments who have self-governance status for much the same reasons as we 
enter into contracts under Title | and with some discretion for federal programs that a tribe can establish a specific nexus 
iv. In these cases, we transfer funding and responsibility for the tribes but maintain our trust responsibilities (including all 
inherently federal functions). 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 
Public interest in these types of agreements is high in Native American communities in the three states and will likely 
remain high. 


CONTACT: 
John Bown, (406) 896-5109 
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Gas Drilling/Production In and Adjacent to the 
Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The BLM prepared an environmental assessment that analyzes nine applications for permit to drill (APDs) filed by three 
companies: Macum Energy Inc. (6 wells), Kiabzuba Oil and Gas Inc. (2 wells), and Ocean Energy Resources Inc. (1 well). Six 
of the nine proposed wells are within the Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument and the other three are within a mile 
of the monument boundary. (The Ocean APD was filed in August 2001 and was subsequently included in this EA.) Existing 
wells in the monument that lack a pipeline are being reviewed for future production, including permitting new pipelines, or 
plugging and abandonment. 


The comment period on the EA ended February 15, 2002. After analyzing the comments received, the BLM signed a Record of 
Decision and Finding of No Significant Impact on May 10, 2002, that will allow drilling to proceed on eight of the nine proposed 
wells. The ninth well is on a lease that is currently involved in litigation, and a decision will not be made until legal questions are 
resolved. The Montana Wilderness Association (MWA) requested a State Director Review of the May 10 Decision Record and 
Finding of No Significant Impact approved by the BLM Great Falls Field Station Supervisor. By letter dated July 3, 2002, the 
State Director affirnved the decision. On August 6, MWA appealed that decision to the Interior Board of Land Appeals and asked 
for a stay in any drilling. A decision is pending from the IBLA on the stay request. Ocean has drilled, completed, and is currently 
producing its well which is located within the monument. One of Klabzuba’s wells, located outside the 1..onument, was drilled 
and determined to be uneconomic. A Notice of Intent to Abandon has been approved for this well. Based upon these results, 
Klabzuba’s other well, located inside the monument, will not be drilled as the APD has expired. 


ISSUES: 

Some 350 wells have been drilled in the general area since 1950, and 56 have produced at least some gas. With the 
combination of rough topography, scattered development, 320 and 640-acre spacing, limited roads, and remote location, the 
area has retained its characteristics of outstanding rugged beauty even with the existing gas production. Rising natural gas 
prices and improved drilling and completion techniques have made this area more attractive to industry recently. Macum Energy 
has purchased a number of existing wells in this area and has begun expanding the pipeline gathering system, but to make an 
improved gathering system economically feasible, new reserves are needed to augment existing wells. 


As much as possible, new pipelines would be placed in existing roadways. Likewise, well locations would avoid extensive road 
building and dirt work to protect the environment and reduce the high cost of that type of work in this rugged terrain. Wells here 
are typically less than 2,000 feet and are drilled and completed within a few days using truck-mounted rigs. Well operation and 
maintenance traffic is limited, and many opportunities exist to screen well locations and pipelines. The historic drilling success 
rate has been about 16 percent. Future drilling depends on demand and gas prices. Demand is expected to rise steadily in the 
future, and we expect at least 10-15 wells to be drilled in the next 10 years in the area. 


The MWA filed suit March 30, 2000, challenging BLM’s issuance of seven leases and a pipeline right-of-way to Macum. The 
MWA alleged that both actions violated the National Environmental Policy Act and BLM policy. On November 1, 2000, MWA 
amended the lawsuit, and the number of leases under challenge was reduced from seven to three. One well Macum intends to 
drill is on a lease included in the lawsuit. The other eight wells analyzed are on existing leases not part of the lawsuit. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

All leases and eight of the nine APDs predate the monument designation, which aliows for these existing rights to be developed. 
Oil and gas development is also consistent with our interim management guidance for the monument. We are in the initial 
stages of preparing a long-term resource management plan for this highly controversial monument and drilling results will 
provide us with valuable information for that process. We will also incorporate substantial public involvement. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Any activity within the monument can be expected to have a high level of public interest. While natural gas production and 
development are among the historic uses of this area, the MWA is concerned about drilling, and other environmental groups/ 
individuals may share MWA’s position at least to some extent. Local residents and surrounding county governments generally 
support continued gas development in this area. 


CONTACT: 
Don Judice, (406) 791-7789 
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Weatherman Draw Oil and Gas Exploration 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 
In April 2002 Anschutz Exploration Corporation of Denver, Colo., transferred its oil and gas leases in Weatherman Draw 
to the National Trust for Historic Preservation, which will hold them until expiration. 


ISSUES: 

Several Native American tribes identified the Weatherman Draw area as the focus of sacred qualities and the site of 
important religious practices in the past, and to some extent, presently. The surrounding uplands include numerous highly 
significant prehistoric rock art panels, including the largest concentration of polychrome painted art known in the Northern 
Plains. The area has implications for the understanding of prehistoric rock art throughout the North American Great 
Plains and Rocky Mountain region. Exploration and long-term oil production presents potential conflicts with preservation 
of the rock art sites and the solitude and natural qualities necessary to traditional Native religious practices. 


Because of the cultural values, the BLM designated a 4,268-acre area as an area of critical environmental concern 
(ACEC) in 1999; however, the oil and gas leases involved existed prior to the ACEC nomination and subsequent 
designation. 


Oil and gas development was originally proposed in the area in December 1993. In early 1994, the BLM consulted Native 
American tribes in Montana and Wyoming. All four tribes identified the area as having significant traditional religious 
values, and the Crow identified tribal members who use the area today for religious practice. 


The BLM originally issued leases within the Weatherman Draw watershed in 1985 and 1987. The area proposed for 
drilling did not include stipulations that restricted occupancy. Blackford Energy proposed drilling 4 wells in 1994 but 
eventually stopped its plans. In 1996 Blackford Energy transferred its leases to Anschutz Exploration. Anschutz 
submitted an application to drill one of the proposed Blackford locations and indicated that a second application could be 
filed, depending on the test results of the first well. As a result, Anschutz filed two drilling permits. The BLM decided to 
conduct an analysis to review two well proposals and potential production of each well. 


When BLM concluded that an EIS would be needed to study impacts related to production, Anschutz withdrew its original 
proposal and changed plans. It submitted another APD for a single exploratory well. Anschutz later decided that it was in 
the company’s best interest to transfer its leases to the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 


MAIN VECISION OR MESSAGE: 
The BLM will use its discretion to withhold the area from new leases pending the development of a new resource 
management plan in 2006. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Public interest has come from the following Native American tribes: Crow, Northern Cheyenne, Northern Arapaho, 
tastern Shoshone, Comanche, Standing Rock Sioux, Kiowa, Spirit Lake, Yankton Sioux, Nez Perce, Leech Lake Ojibwe, 
Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux, and Blackfeet; from archaeologists familiar with the area; from environmental groups 
such as the Sierra Club and the Audubon Society; and private landowners who would be affected by the project. The 
project has also generated substantial national media interest. 


CONTAC /: 
Sandra S Brooks, (406) 896-5262 
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Zortman and Landusky Mine Reclamation 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The bonds posted for reclamation and waiter treatment at these bankrupt Montana gold mines are inadequate. The mines cover about 
1,200 acres of intermingled private and public lands near the Fort Belknap Indian Reservation in Phillips County. After three years of 
environmental review, analysis, and consultation with the Fort Belknap Tribes, a Record of Decision was issued selecting final mine 
reclamation plans in May 2002. The reclamation plans exceed the funding available by at least $6 million ($1.2 million for the BLM 
lands). In addition, there are both immediate ($4.2 million) and long-term ($12.4 million) shortages in the funds required to maintain 
capture and treatment of acidic waters, no matter which reclamation plan is implemented. 


ISSUES: 

The mine owner/operator, Pegasus Gold Corporation, declared bankruptcy in 1998 and the bonds collected by the Montana 
Department of Enviro’ »ental Quality (DEQ) have been funding reclamation ($29.6 million for earthwork and a $13.8 million water 
treatment trust fund). To date, the BLM has provided nearly $4 million and the DEQ has provided $1.4 million to assist with 
reclamation, excess water treatment costs, and preparation of the Supplemental Environmental impact Statement (SEIS). 


In 1998, the Interior Board of Land Appeals (BLA) set aside BLM's reclamation plan decision and required additional consultation with 
the Fort Belknap government. The BLM, DEQ, EPA, and the Fort Belknap government re-evaluated the reclamation options and 
collaborated on an SEIS. The Final SEIS on mine reclamation was released in January 2002, and the Record of Decision (ROD) was 
issued May 1, 2002. 1ne preferred reclamation plans in the Final SEIS were estimated at $76.9 million for earthwork and water 
treatment, or about $33.5 million more than is available from the reclamation and water treatment bonds. 

The Fort Belknap government was consulted on a draft ROD. Alihough they agree in principle with the preferred reclamation plans, 
they rejected the ROD because it did not include provisions for Fort Belknap to manage the reclamation, or funds for certain offsite 
environmental projects that would benefit the reservation. The Tribes have appealed the ROD to IBLA and have litigation pending in 
both state and federal court against the Montana DEO and BLM, respectively. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The DEQ and BLM are presently managing the mines and have conducted reclamation and water treatment activities since 1999. By 
the end of 2003, the majority of reclamation earthwork will be completed unless additional funds are forthcoming. The ROD selected 
the preferred reclamation plans from the Final SEIS contingent upon funding. The ROD also selected “backup” reclamation plans that 
can be completed with the available reciamation bonds. Of the $33.5 million shortage identified in the ROD, $22.5 million was required 
for earthwork and $11 million to treat acid rock drainage. Due to efficiencies realized through the competitive bid process and funding 
provided by the BLM's abandoned mine land program, the shortfall in reclamation earthwork funds may now be as low as $6 million 
($1.2 million for the BLM lands) down from the original $22.5 million identified in the ROD. However, this estimate depends on 
continued low bids and stable fuel prices. 

One critical item is that the trust funds for both short-term and long-term water treatment will not be sufficient to maintain the treatment 
systems no matter which reclamation pian is implemented. There is no reclamation plan that will eliminate the need for long-term water 
treatment. 

The deficit in the long-term water treatment trust fund has increased from $11 million to $12.4 million due to the loss in interest accrual. 
The long-term trust fund is supposed to generate enough revenue to fund water treatment indefinitely after year 2017. 

Presently, the short-term water treatment bond provides $731,000 each year (through 2017) to run the seepage capture systems and 
water treatment plants. However, anticipated costs for 2003 are approximately $850,000, about $120,000 more than available from the 
bond. in the past BLM has provided money to the state to assist with the water treatment. However, this year BLM assistance is 
limited to $46,579 (carry-over from 2002) and $73,000 is needed to maintain water treatment in 2003. 

The BLM and DEO support additional funding to implement the preferred reclamation plans and to maintain water treatment. The 
agencies have identified funding to support the water treatment trust fund as the first priority. The BLM Montana State Office has 
requested additional funds for both short-term and long-term water treatment, as well as reclamation work, through its budget process. 
The request from the BLM Montana office includes $12.4 million for the long-term water treatment trust fund; $4.2 million to maintain 
water treatment through year 2017; and $6 million for reclamation earthwork 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Mine reclamation is a contentious issue with the Fort Belknap Tribes and state and national environmental groups. The Mineral Policy 
Center has often cited Zortman-Landusky during the debate on Mining Law reform and the 3809 regulations. The mines have been the 
topic of considerable interest during the 2003 session of the Montana Legislature. 


CONTACT: 
Bruce W Reed, (406) 654-5100 
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Biack-Footed Ferret and Prairie Dog Management 










WHERE ARE WE NOW? oe 


NORTH DAKOTA 
MONTANA 


¢ The black-footed ferret is the most endangered mamrnal in North 
America and it is on the first list under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

e There is extensive prairie dog habitat on BLM lands throughout 
Montana; prairie dog towns in southern Phillips County are 
crucial for planned black-footed ferret reintroduction efforts. 

¢ Twenty ferrets were released in two prairie dog towns within the “40 Complex” on November 9, 2001. 
While monitoring with spotlights at night early in December, researchers located seven ferrets on the two 
Original towns and on a third where none were 
released. Because spotlighting is not precise, the 
seven ferrets are considered to be the minimum 
number surviving. 

¢ in the spring, two ferrets (a male and female) were 
found that survived the winter; the first litter of two 
was found in August 2002. Twenty-five more ferrets 
were released in November 2002. Five ferrets were 
found in the spring of 2003. 

e Since recovery of the endangered ferret depends on 
healthy prairie dog populations, BLM is an essential 
player in the conservation of prairie ecosystems and 
the associated species. 

¢ in February 2000, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) found that the biack-tailed prairie dog was 
warranted for listing as a Threatened Species but 
named it a Candidate Species due to higher 
priorities. 

¢ This designation falls under BLM’s Special Status 
Species Direction, which means that any action we 
authorize, fund, or carry out cannot contribute to the 
need to list prairie dogs under the provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act. 





SOA TH DAKOTA 











HOW DID WE GET HERE? 


¢ Under the Judith—Valley—Phillips Resource 
Management Plan (RMP), we have managed prairie 
dog towns to provide habitat for black-footed ferrets 
and associate species (mountain plover, burrowing 
owl, and ferruginous hawk); plus provide opportunities for recreational viewing and shooting. 
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¢ In cooperation with other agencies, we maintain the prairie 
dog habitat and distribution on BLM land within an area 
known as the 7km Complex at the 1988 level (26,000 
acres of prairie dog towns: 12,346 BLM acres, 5,800 FWS 
acres, 2,012 state acres and 5,821 private acres). 

e In July 1992, sylvatic plague began to reduce the prairie 
dog population; by 1996, up to 80 percent of the prairie 
dogs in Phillips County were lost. 

e in 1993, we began to discourage prairie dog shooting on 
BLM land to allow the prairie dog population to recover. 

e In 1998, we imposed a voluntary shooti.1g closure on 15 
prairie dog towns. 

¢ In October 1999, we formally closed 15 of the 228 (now 
328) prairie dog towns on BLM lands in south Phillips 
County to recreational shooting. 

¢ BLM has been an integral partner in the Montana Prairie 
Dog Working Group (made up of landowners, federal/state 
agencies and conservation groups) since its inception in 
1996. We have also been a partner in the Montana Black- 
Footed Ferret Working Group (made up of state/federal 
agencies, and landowners in the Phillips County area) 
since its inception in 1984. 


WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


¢ Conservation actions are necessary to prevent the prairie 
dog from being federally listed and to assist with black- 
footed ferret recovery efforts. 

¢ in 2001, the Montana Legislature passed a law allowing 
the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) to manage 
the black-tailed prairie dog as a “species in need of 
management.” Agricultural groups, environmental groups, 
and members of the Prairie Dog Working Group lobbied in 
support of this bill. The new FWP regulations for 
managing prairie dogs on public lands went into effect on 
March 1, 2002. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ The Predator Conservation Alliance, Defenders of Wildlife, 
the Nature Conservancy, and the National Wildlife 
Federation have asked BLM to manage prairie dogs on 
BLM lands for ferret reintroduction. 

¢ Other groups such as the Phillips County Commissioners, 
Malta Chamber of Commerce, and local ranchers have 
asked BLM to manage prairie dogs or allow natural 
recovery according to the Judith Valley Phillips Resource Management Plan 





FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT: John Grensten, Wildlife Biologist, (406) 654-5125. 
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107th Meridian Settlement 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The President signed H.R. 5200 -- “Crow Boundary Settlement Act of 1994” (CBSA) -- into legislation on November 2, 
1994. The purpose was to settle the 107th Meridian Boundary dispute created by an erroneous survey made by the 
federal government in 1891. The fauity survey along the eastern boundary of the Crow Indian Reservation affected 
36,500 acres of surface and mineral rights due to the Crow Tribe. 


All requirements under the CBSA have been completed by the BLM as of July 22, 2003. 


ISSUES: 

Legislation to resolve the 107th meridian boundary dispute was introduced in Congress in the 1960s and 1970s, and 
again in 1992, but 1994’s H.R. 5200 is the first such legislation enacted. As of Julv 22, 2003, BLM has completed all 
actions required of the federal government under CBSA. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 
The BLM was directed to implement major portions of the act. The three major parts of the legislation are: 


1. The inclusion of Parcel 1 to the Crow Indian Reservation and the transfer of title to public coal, surface lands, and oil 
and gas in parcel 1 to the U.S. in trust for the Crow Tribe (approximately 365 surface acres and 8,800 mineral acres). 


(Completed) 


2. A Crow Tribal Trust Fund to be established that would eventually total $85 million, excluding interest. The Trust Fund 
was established from three Montana coal mines: East Decker, West Decker and Spring Creek Mines. All payments have 


been made. (Completed) 


3. BLM lands were to be exchanged for 33,293 of state lands within the Crow Reservation, and the equivalent value of 
the 11,755.72 acres the state had disposed of prior to 1994, through an assembied land exchange to acquire private land 
inside the reservation. (Completed) 

The BLM-state of Montana exchange process has been completed. This was accomplished in three phases which 


_ involved BLM land in the Dillon, Miles City, Malta, and Lewistown Field Offices. The BLM conveyed 27,000 acres of land 
valued at $4,725,000 for 33,300 acres of state land within the reservation. 


Phase 4 was completed on July 22, 2003, and resulted in the conveyance of 19,700 acres of BLM-managed land for 
10,700 acres of private land within the reservation. 


The completion of the CBSA land exchanges has resulted in the conversion of 44,018 acres of non-tribal land within the 
reservation, valued at $6,393,000, to Trust status. BLM conveyed a total of 46,890 acres of public lands valued at 
$6,394,000 in order to acquire those lands. 


As the land exchanges have been completed, the BLM has notified the public and local and state governments accordingly. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

This issue initially generated considerable interest, particularly in the exchange portion of the Act. Socioeconomic 
considerations, access and effects on PILT payments were a few of the issues the BLM and other involved entities had to 
address. The completion of the exchange transactions has required the cooperation of the state, state lands lessees, the 
Crow Tribe, private land owners within the reservation and BLM grazing lessees outside of the Reservation. 


CONTACT: 
Dee Baxter, (406) 896-5044 
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Exemption Area Wildiand-Urban Interface Project 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

Within the Exemption Area of the Black Hills are several “communities at risk” including Lead, Deadwood, 
Central City, Pluma, and Englewood as well as numerous rural subdivisions. There are 2,675 acres of BLM- 
administered furested lands within half a mile of these communities. 


In 2001 the South Dakota Field Office began preparing a plan to address hazardous fuels buildup in the 
wildiand-urban interface in the Exemption Area. The Record of Decision was signed in May 2003. 


ISSUES: 

The Exemption Area is in the northern Black Hills in South Dakota. It consists of 22,530 acres of mostly 
private lands that were exempted from the Black Hills National Forest due to the complex mineral survey and 
public land configuration. The BLM now administers federal lands within the Exemption Area. The area is 
surrounded by Forest Service land and 5,220 acres of BLM lands. 


The South Dakota Field Office initiated some “test drive” projects while developing the overall pian. In the 
spring of 2002, planning began for a project southeast of Deadwood, but the area was burned by the Grizzly 
Gulch wildfire in June/July 2002 before any action was taken. 


Also in 2002, the Hearst Wildiland-Urban Interface project was approved. This pilot project contained a 
combination of precommercial and commercial timber removal. Implementation has begun and is expected to 
be complete in 2003. 


In 2003, the overall Wildiand-Urban Interface Plan was completed and implementation began by treating the 
Fire Containment Zones — treatment buffers along existing roads or trails that would provide safe access for 
fire crews — and decreasing standing dead trees in the Grizzly Gulch fire area within half a mile of Deadwood, 
South Dakota. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 
In 2003, initial marking will begin for the next area of precommercial and commercial timber removal near the 
community of Englewood. Removal of fuels from this area should begin in spring/summer of 2004. 


We should complete the first round of treatments in these areas by the end of 2006 with follow-up treatments 
of prescribed fire and other non-commercial means the following years. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

This planning process as well as the implementation is a collaborative effort among the BLM, Forest Service, 
South Dakota Division of Forestry, South Dakota Division of Wildland Fire Suppression, Lead and Deadwood 
city fire departments, Lawrence County Fire Board, and private landowners. 


CONTACT: Marian Atkins, 605 892-7001; or Terry Chaplin, 605 720-0745. 
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Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Planning Strategy 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

Growing concern about the status of sagebrush on western rangelands and declines in greater sage-grouse 
numbers have led to petitioning the US Fish and Wildlife Service to protect populations in western states under 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 


Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks initiated the Montana statewide workgroup, of which BLM is a member, in 
May 2000. The workgroup developed and released a draft “Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for 
Sage Grouse in Montana” (Plan). Comments on the draft are under review and a final plan should be available 
in fall 2003. 


ISSUES: 

BLM provided a list of commitments to the Plan that includes support for local workgroups, data acquisition, 
habitat evaluations, and consideration of conservation actions. As BLM states develop state-specific strategies 
for sage grouse conservation, the Montana state agency-led Plan will provide the basis for identifying specific 
actions to minimize or eliminate threats to sage-grouse on BLM managed lands. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

Loss of sagebrush-grassiands in some western states has approached or exceeded 50 percent. Habitat loss in 
Montana, in terms of quality or quantity, may not be as high as in other states although significant enough at 
least in part of the state to negatively influence greater sage-grouse numbers and population trends. More 
than half of the remaining greater sage-grouse habitat in Montana is found on public lands. 


_ The BLM has provided a list of our commitments to the Plan including support for local workgroups, data 
- acquisition, habitat evaluations, and consideration of conservation actions. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

The Director recognizes BLM'’s role in greater sage-grouse conservation. She does not want to see the 
species listed under the ESA and believes we can influence a listing decision and avoid the need to list tt.rough 
proactive action in consultation and cooperation with the public. A draft National Strategy for Sage-grouse 
(Strategy) has been released for comment and a final is anticipated by September 2003. The Strategy is the 
framework for developing more specific strategies for BLM state administered units. State-specific strategies 
will require involvement by the RAC and other interested publics. 


Public interest is high because sagebrush is the dominant habitat type in Montana, and conservation has the 
potential to influence all programs. 


CONTACT: Roxanne Falise (406) 896-5025 
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Healthy Forests Initiative 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

In the wake of several extreme fire seasons across the western U.S., in August 2002 President Bush announced the 
Healthy Forests initiative to improve the health of our public forest resources. The HF! implements core components of 
the National Fire Plan's 10-year Comprehensive Strategy and implementation Pian. This plan, which was adopted in May 
2002 by federal agencies and western governors, in collaboration with courity commissioners, state foresters, and tribal 
officials, calls for more active forest and rangeland management. It establishes a framework for protecting communities 
and the environment through local collaboration on thinning, planned burns, and forest restoration projects. The HF! 
proposes administrative Changes designed tc improve regulatory processes to ensure more timely decisions, greater 
efficiency, and better results in reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfires by restoring forest health. President Bush is also 
working with Congress on legislative changes designed to help federal agencies accomplish more timely, efficient, and 
effective implementation of forest health projects. 


One effort just getting underway across the Departments of Interior and Agriculture is a “test drive” of new guidance 
issued December 9, 2002. on the preparation of environmental assessments (EA) for forest-health projects. BLM has 
identified 10 pilot projects, one of which is in Montana — the Horsethief Hazard Fuels Reduction Project in the Billings 
Field Office (see Horsethief Hazard briefing paper for more details). Other administrative efforts announced in December 
2002 are proposed changes in the regulations to: 1) “categorically exclude” certain fuels treatment projects on public 
lands from further environmental analysis in order to speed the implementation of projects; and 2) to clarify and expedite 
ninietratl | , | 


ISSUES: 

Wildfires burned over 7.1 million acres of public and private lands in 2002, affecting hundreds of communities across the 
country. They prompted the evacuation of tens of thousands of people from their homes and destroyed thousands of 
structures. Sadly, 21 firefighters were killed while battling the fires. The devastation caused by these fires is increasing 
each year. Drought, epidemic insect outbreaks, disease, and increasing fuel loadings are contributing factors. 


Forest fuels have accumulated so significantly that fires no longer burn at natural temperatures or rates. The effect of the 
fires is long term and having significant impact on vegetation, soil, water, and wildlife resources. 


Federal, state, tribal and local governments are making unprecedented efforts to reduce the buildup of fuels and restore 
forest and rangelands to healthy conditions. The Healthy Forests Initiative arose from the need to make more timely 
decisions, provide for greater efficiency, and reduce the catastrophic effects of wildiand fires on communities and the 
environment. it is tied very closely to the National Fire Plan and the 10-year Comprehensive Strategy. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

Director Kathleen Clarke supports this initiative. She states it will provide for expedited environmental reviews and ful! 
public review processes, while ensuring that the projects are carried out efficiently and effectively. She also believes |' will 
preserve the principle of partnerships with local communities and local interests through the use of collaborative 
processes that include ali stakeholders and partners at the local level. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 


Public interest is high now and we expect it to remain high as the initiative moves forward. There is much support for 
measures outlined in the initiative, but there is also much opposition to some measures. 


CONTACT: 
William Hensley, 406 896-5042: or Jim Gray, 406 896-2911. 
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Horsethief Hazard Fuels Reduction Project 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The Billings Field Office and Eastern Montana Fire Zone proposes to carry out a hazard fuels reduction project in an area 
of overstocked ponderosa pine and juniper west of Roundup, Montana. The area is in the wildland-urban interface where 
a fire start would present a risk to life and property. Between 50 and 100 structures are located near the area selected for 
treatment. The project area contains approximately 10,300 BLM acres of which 3,000 are forested. Treatment methods 
would occur on the forested acres and could include mechanical and/or prescribed fire. 


The cooperative project involves area landowners, rural fire departments, county government, industry, and the BLM 
working to develop alternatives for the management of the area’s forest resources. 


The project is one of the Department of the Interior's and the Department of Agriculture’s “test drive” projects of new 
guidance issued December 9, 2002, on the preparation of environmental assessments (EA) for forest-health projects and 
is a Healthy Forest Initiative project. 


ISSUES: 
Most residents, based on public comment and community meetings, have indicated support of the project and have 
expressed an interest in reducing fuels on their adjacent private property. 


Some Horsethief area residents are initially opposed to the project because they don’t want the “natural state” of the area 
disturbed or question whether the project will be effective in protecting private property if private landowners don't also 
implement fuels reduction projects. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project was completed at the end of June and submitted to the White House 
Council on Environmental Quality for review. Public comment and review period began July 17 and ends August 20, 
2003. 


The BLM has already been contacted by contractors interested in performing the work and from the timber industry 
regarding the potential for wood products. Possible options for the completion of the fuels reduction project would be the 
utilization of private firms using the IDIQ contract process. The remaining smaller work assignments would be performed 
by the zone fire crews. 


The BLM and other agencies have funds available to assist landowners with fuel reduction efforts and to help rural fire 
departments purchase equipment. 


In order to maintain the conditions created by the proposed treatment, the area would need to be retreated in 10-20 years. 


In addition to the Horsethief project, Montana BLM will continue to identify projects to implement the Healthy Forest 
Initiative in collaboration with other federal agencies, state, tribal and local governments, interest groups, local fire 
organizations, private landowners, and permittees 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Director Kathleen Clarke supports this initiative. She states it will provide for expedited environmental reviews and full 
public review processes, while ensuring that the projects are carried out efficiently and effectively. She also believes it will 
preserve the principle of partnerships with local communities and local interests through the use of collaborative 
processes that include all stakeholders and partners at the local level. 


CONTACT: 
Sandra S Brooks, (406) 896-5262: or Brad Sauer, (406) 233-2873 
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Montana BLM Land Exchange Program 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The Montana/Dakotas BLM has been pursuing land exchanges within several of its field offices since the early 
1980s. Our past exchanges have resulted in a net decline of more than 87,000 acres of public land. The land 
leaving BLM administration generally goes into private ownership. In addition, BLM land was used as the 
trading stock to implement the Crow Boundary Settlement Act. 


ISSUES: 

Past Efforts: 

We have acquired about 164,000 acres of nonfederal land in exchange for about 251,000 acres of public land. 
In recent years many of these were multi-phased exchange proposals developed with facilitators through which 
numerous public land parcels were conveyed to a number of different landowners (usually adjoining 
landowners who desired to own the public land parcel) in exchange for a single private land parcel. The larger 
assembled, facilitated land exchanges, such as the recently completed Axoloti Lakes and the Ward Ranch 
Phase | exchanges, involved a ratio of 3 to 10 acres of public land in exchange for one acre of private land. 





The Crow Boundary Settlement Act (CBSA) Multi-phased Land Exchange was completed in July 2003. A 
total of 46,890 acres of public land was conveyed for 44,020 acres of land (State of Montana and private) 
within the Crow Reservation and was converted to Trust status. The CBSA was enacted in order to redress an 
1891 survey error (107th Meridian) whereby the eastern boundary of the Crow Indian Reservation was 
erroneously located on-the-ground, and as a result, the Crow Tribe had been denied land granted to it in and 
1868 treaty. 


Current Efforts: 

Ward Ranch Land Exchange -- This is a facilitated, assembled, multi-phased proposal that will benefit 
recreation and wildlife management along Hauser Lake near Helena. Phase |, completed in June 2002, 
involved exchanging 1,783 acres of public land for 535 acres of the ranch. The final phase (Phase II), in which 
6,487 acres of public land will be exchanged for 969 acres of the ranch, is scheduled to be completed in 
November 2003. 





North Chinook Land Exchange -- This is a facilitated, assembled, multi-phased proposal that will consolidate 
into public ownership land surrounding the North Chinook Reservoir in Blaine County to enhance public 
access, recreation opportunities, and resource management on the land. Phase |, scheduled to be completed 
in the fall of 2003, involves 1,542 acres of public land and 1,920 acres of private land. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

Land exchanges help us to accomplish three major goals: 1) bring lands with high public resource values into 
public ownership; 2) consolidate land ownership patterns to facilitate more effective and efficient management 
of resources and bureau programs; and 3) dispose of public land parcels identified through our land use plans. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 
Public interest varies from one exchange to another and is generally stronger in the actual vicinity of exchange 


parcels. 


CONTACT: 
Howard Lemm, (406) 896-5117 
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Noxious Weeds 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

Noxious weeds continue to spread on all lands, reducing natural biodiversity and vegetation production, and leading to 
soil erosion. BLM noxious weed-infested lands increased from about 91,000 acres in 1985 to about 425,000 acres in 
2002. In 2002, the BLM treated about 341,000 acres using integrated weed management (IWM) methods in cooperation 
with other landowners and managers: 11,000 acres - chemical; 54,000 acres - biological weed control agents collected, 
released or expanded; 215,000 acres - biological weed control agents established prior to 2002; 61,000 acres - sheep or 
goats; 115 acres - manual or mechanical. In some infested sites more than one treatment method is used on the same 
acreage (i.e., sheep & biological weed control agents). 


ISSUES: 

The BLM’s weed management program involves cooperative efforts with other federal and state agencies, universities, 
county agencies, high school agriculture science classes and private landowners. There is heavy emphasis on using 
prevention techniques to protect non-infested lands. These |WM programs average less than $15 per acre for the BLM. 


Each year the BLM releases an increasing number of biological weed control agents in more and more areas. Some of 
these release sites will be used as insectories for joint efforts among federal, state and county agencies to further 
establish biological weed control agents within the three-state area, and possibly throughout western United States. 


At least one biological control agent is established on at least one of the weed species on about 247,000 weed-infested 
acres. However, most weed species require a complex of 5 or more to contain them at a suitable level. 


The use of biological control agents is proving to be a very cost effective method for management of some noxious weed 
species such as leafy spurge, but it is only one segment of IWM. About 11,000 noxious weed-infested acres were treated 
chemically and more than 61,000 acres of leafy spurge were contained with sheep or goats. 


The BLM has cooperated in preventative and educational programs including: noxious weed videos, brochures, posters 
and other materials; certified weed seed free forage programs; biological weed control demonstration sites; |WM tours; 
weed workshops, etc. The Montana/Dakotas BLM staff will continue to provide training and technical assistance to 
various weed management staffs. We will also support and follow the guidelines set forth in the January 2001 Montana 
Weed Management Plan in conjunction with other county, state and federal agencies. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

Montana BLM is committed to |WM, which includes prevention, education, awareness, biological agents (insects and plant 
diseases), cultural practices, chemicals, physical, mechanical, re-vegetation and the use of domestic animals. To comply 
with both federal and state law, the BLM will continue to use an IWM approach. It is imperative the BLM and other 
cooperators continue their efforts or the “Weed Battle” will be lost. 


Montana BLM has been using Range Improvement and MLR funds for noxious weed management. Weed management 
will continue to be a very high priority, but lack of available funding will continue to inhibit efforts at all priority levels. MLR 
funds from appropriate activities must increase if current weed management programs and levels of success are to be 
maintained. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Most landowners are concerned about the spread of noxious weeds onto their land. The method of control of noxious 
weeds is their main concern. Weed management cooperative groups and individuals will continue to petition 
congressional representatives for assistance with this problem. 


CONTACT: 
Hank McNeel, (406) 896-5043 
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Ward Ranch Land Exchange 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 
The Butte Field Office is pursuing acquisition of Ward Ranch in Lewis & Clark County, Montana, from The 
Conservation Fund (TCF). 


ISSUES: 

The historic Ward Ranch, established in the early 1900s, is a 2,208-acre inholding along the Missouri River 
adjacent to Hauser Lake. Except for one small parcel, the ranch is surrounded by lands administered by the 
BLM and Forest Service. Prior to purchase by TCF, the ranch was owned by Wallace and Nellie Ward. For 
approximately three years the ranch was listed for sale on the open market with an original asking price of 4.2 
million dollars. Developers attempted to purchase the ranch. One of the many ambitious proposals involved 
an upscale residential subdivision including cabins, condominiums, a lakeside golf course, and a boat marina. 


The Ward Ranch Exchange is a multi-phased proposal which is partially completed: 1) 40 acres have been 
acquired using Land & Water Conservation Fund money; finalized February 2002; 2) 425 acres acquired 
through Phase | of the exchange, finalized June 2002; and 3) 430 acres acquired through donation from TCF, 
finalized June 2002. It is proposed that 970 acres of the Ward Ranch be acquired through Phase II of the 
exchange with an estimated closing date of December 1, 2003. Public lands selected for exchange are 
scattered throughout Lewis & Clark, Jefferson, Broadwater, Silver Bow, Gallatin, Beaverhead and Madison 
Counties. TCF has offered to donate the remaining 354 acres. 


The acquisition of the Ward Ranch would enhance public recreation opportunities and protect important natural 
and historical values. When acquired, the Ward Ranch will be managed under the principles of multiple use 
consistent with the Headwaters Resource Management Plan. Management and protection of sensitive 
resources would be enhanced by acquiring the valuable lakeshore frontage, wetlands, T&E species habitat, 
and excellent big game winter and transitional habitat, located on the property. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The BLM will pursue this acquisition to prevent imminent subdivision and development in the area. This 
acquisition would protect important recreational, wildlife, and cultural values for the public. With the upcoming 
Lewis and Clark Bicentennial, this area will receive increased public use and attention. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 
This exchange is supported by a broad cross-section of interested public and numerous individuals. Overall, 
the exchange proposal has received very favorable support. 


CONTACT: 
Gary Beals, (406) 533-7652 
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Wild Horse and Burro Program 


WHERE ARE WE NOW? 


¢ The Wild Horse and Burro Program has two primary goals: 

¢ Managing the wild horse herd in the Pryor Mountains; and 

¢ Adoption of excess animals from the Pryors and other herd 
management areas. 

¢ The BLM removed 46 horses from the Pryor Range in September 
2001; all the animals were successfully adopted. A small gather 
of about 15 young stallions is planned for September 2003. 

¢ Fertility control was initiated in the herd during September 2001. Currently, several yearling and two-year 
old mares have received a one-year PZP vaccine. The intent is to vaccinate young mares in these age 
classes every year in order to allow them a chance 
to fully develop prior to becoming pregnant. 
Fertility control in older mares (14 years of age 
and older) will begin in 2003. The intent is to allow 
these mares a year or more of existence on the ; , Sy 
range in better physical condition. The long-term  . y / Wis 
intent will be to contracept these mares for the WA y . Neve caeat we ) Si 


remainder of their lives. 


HOW DID WE GET HERE? ah —_— [ees Somes: a" am, . = 


¢ The Wild Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 
1971 mandates the BLM to manage wild horses 
and burros. 

¢ The act directs the BLM to remove excess animals 
and place them with qualified adopters. 

¢ In addition, BLM is responsible for compliance 
inspections and titling. 

¢ Montana’s only free-roaming wild horses are in the 
Pryor Mountains, about 60 miles south of Billings. 

¢ These animals are reputed to be of Spanish 
ancestry, as evidenced by genetic studies. 

¢ The Pryor Mountain Herd Area Management Plan, 
written in 1984 and revised in 1992, guides 
management of the Pryor horses. 

¢ Excess wild horses from the Pryor Range are 
adopted at the Britton Springs Administrative Site 
at the base of the Pryors. 

¢ Since 1984, the BLM has placed more than 15,000 
horses with qualified adopters in Montana/ 
Dakotas. 
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WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? 


e The BLM continues to manage the Pryor herd for optimum benefits to the animals and the fragile ecology. 

e Wecontinue with a major revision of the Herd Management Area Plan to incorporate results of more recent 
genetic viability studies, use of 
immunocontraceptive (fertility control) 
techniques for population control, ecosystem 
modeling, and updates on ecological site 
inventories. 

¢ The BLM will also continue with the well- 
reasoned application of fertility control to the 
herd, providing both humane and population 
control benefits. 


WHO ELSE IS CONCERNED? 


¢ Local and national groups often get involved in 
issues Surrounding the Pryor Mountain horses. 

¢ The Pryor Mountain Mustang Association gives 
strong local support. 

¢ Some groups are interested in minimizing any 
human management of the horses; 

¢ Some are concerned primarily about humane 
treatment of the horses; and 

¢ Some are concerned about the economics of 
the horse program. 

¢ Wild horse issues attract national and 
international media attention. 

¢ Some are concerned over animals going to 
slaughter. However once the animals are titled, 
BLM has no authority. 





FOR MORE INFORMATION: 


Contact Linda Coates-Markle, (406) 896-5223; Nancy Bjelland, (406) 896-5222; or go to 
www. wildhorsandburro.bim.gov. 
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BLM’S Drought Policy 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

Extreme and prolonged drought conditions over the last several years have had a severe effect on much of Montana 
and adjacent states, and continues to impact surface water supplies, soils, vegetation and animals grazing on BLM 
rangelands. 


ISSUES: 

Because of widespread and extreme effects of the drought of the late 1980s, the Montana BLM developed and 
issued the BLM'’s first draft policy in October 1988 for public review. After incorporating public comments, the BLM 
adopted that policy in January 1989. The BLM has updated the policy every year since and, in 2003, the WO issued 
a Bureauwide policy to reflect the changes in regulations. By providing guidance during winter months, land 
managers avoid last-minute surprises concerning land uses and grazing strategies on BLM permits and leases. 


Field assessments and remote electronic instruments collect data for snowpack, stream flow, reservoir water 
supplies, and vital soil moisture at frequent intervals. This information and that from other agencies is summarized 
and discussed by the Governor's Drought Advisory Committee. Current data indicates concern for most of 
Montana, especially the southwestern quarter of the state. Field personnel continue to observe weather conditions 
and collect appropriate data. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The Montana BLM’s written policy, supported by the WO Drought Policy, presents existing laws and regulations 
used to guide livestock grazing in Montana and the Dakotas during periods of drought. The BLM has provided 
copies of this policy to grazing lease holders in the three states several times during the last decade. 


Under this policy, the BLM assesses plant growth needs such as soil moisture, effective precipitation, environmental 
demands, plant vigor, and the amount of available water and forage prior to and during the grazing season. 
Emphasis is placed on allotments having multiple resource values, grazing problems, and a high percentage of 
federal land. If resource assessments indicate a need to delay livestock turnout, reduce livestock numbers, or close 
area(s) to grazing, the BLM will work with livestock operators to minimize impacts to their operations. Adjustments 
in fee payments, including any appropriate refunds, will be made on a case by case basis. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Most livestock of*"*>"s Montana Stock Grower's Association, local or state grazing districts, and all resource 
advisory councils su; ,..it BLM’s policy on grazing during periods of drought. The BLM is an active participant in the 
Governor's Drought Advisory Committee and local drought advisory committees and groups. When available and 
applicable, the BLM provides soil moisture and soil temperature conditions from remote automated weather stations 
‘ccated throughout the state. This information, combined with weather and climate data from other agencies and 
used with GIS soil data, assists all Montanans in making decisions affecting their farms and ranches. Montana 
drought information is available from the state’s Natural Resource Information System (NRIS) at http:// 


nris.state.mt.us/drought. Additional information on a national scale can be obtained at http://enso.unl.edu/ndmc/ 


CONTACT: 
William Volk, (406) 896-5029 
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Montana Air National Guard (MTANG) Training Range, 
Blaine and Phillips County 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The MTANG proposes developing an air-to-ground training area within the Hays Military Operating Area (MOA). The 
Record of Decision states that the selection is located in Blaine County in T. 27 N.,R. 21 E. It is about 3 miles west of the 
Fort Belknap Reservation and 2 miles north of the Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument; it includes 720 acres 
of public land in scattered tracts, most of which are identified for disposal in the West HiLine Resource Management Plan 
(RMP). The Air Force issued an Environmental impact Statement (EIS) in February 2002. The MTANG is currently 
waiting for the land transfer via a Department of the Interior legislative act that will include the entire 720 acres. Following 
legislative action, MTANG plans to start the real estate process with the various landowners that will ultimately lead to 
signed leases. The estimated time frame to have the 30 year leases in place is April/May 2004. 


ISSUES: 

The Hays MOA has been used for air-to-air training by the 120th Fighter Wing (FW), based at the Great Falls International 
Airport, for more than 25 years. Due to a mission change, the 120th FW is seeking a Montana location for essential air- 
to-ground training. Currently this training is accomplished by flying to training ranges in Utah and Idaho. In 1998, the Air 
Force and tribal officials began to discuss the possibility of developing a training range near the Fort Belknap Reservation 
that would provide local training opportunities as well as economic benefits. 


The proposal would enhance use of the Hays MOA to include a target range for bombing and strafing by F 16 aircraft. It 
would consist of a small controlled range in which up to four aircraft at a time would practice in coordination with a range 
control staff who would coordinate the activity, score accuracy, and monitor the range for safety. The munitions used 
would be inert: small “dummy” practice bombs and nonexplosive bullets. An impact area of about 640 acres would be 
laid out with dispersed targets and strafe pits. Around the impact area would be a larger safety zone (3x5 miles) with 
restricted public access. Support facilities would also be built in the safety zone. Employment opportunities include range 
management, target construction and maintenance, security, road maintenance, fire break maintenance, fire suppression, 
snow removal, communications and vehicle maintenance. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

The BLM was a cooperating agency in the EIS along with other state and federal agencies and the Fort Belknap 
Community Council. Mr. Dwight Hemple of the Department of the Interior is the current federal contact for facilitating a 
transfer and has draft legislative language. 


Major resource values present on or near some of the public land tracts include grazing operations, wildlife habitat, 
cultural and religious values, and specially designated areas (Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument, Upper 
Missouri National Wild and Scenic River, Nez Perce National Historic Trail, Cow Creek Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern). The BLM’s major concern is how any proposed change in the use of the Hays MOA would affect recreational 
use or other resources of the Upper Missouri Wild and Scenic River and the surrounding Upper Missouri River Breaks 
National Monument. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

The MTANG has worked closely with local BLM offices, landowners, Montana and local elected officials, tribal 
government, Montana's Congressional delegation, and Defense and Interior staff. The proposal was publicized in major 
Montana newspapers in late 1999. with initial public scoping meetings in six communities. The Draft EIS was released 
August 3, 2001, followed by public hearings in Malta, Ft. Belknap, Lodgepole and Chinook. The public comment period 
closed September 24, 2001. A Fort Belknap traditional society expressed opposition to the proposal and a few 
comments on the Draft EIS were negative. There is strong support from county governments and most local residents. 


CONTACT: 
Jodi Camrud, (406) 265-5891 
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Montana Army National Guard (MTARNG) Withdrawal 
at Limestone Hills Training Area 


PURPOSE OF THE BRIEFING DOCUMENT: 

The MTARNG has received approval from the Department of Defense/Army to file an application (to be submitted by the 
Corps of Engineers) to withdraw approximately 20,000 acres of BLM-administered land about 3 miles west of the Missouri 
River near Townsend in Broadwater County, Montana. 


ISSUES: 

MTARNG has performed training exercises at the Limestone Hills since the 1950s under special land use permits 
(SLUPs), until 1984 when a 30-year right-of-way was issued to authorize their use. Eighty-eight percent of the range is 
administered by the BLM, with the remainder under state and private ownership. Live fire training at the range has 
included helicopter, tank, artillery, mortar and Bradley Infantry vehicle gunnery. The types of weaponry ranged from small 
arms to 155 mm artillery, all of which have been fired into the impact area. Military training over the years has resulted in 
unexploded ordnance (UXO) contamination, particularly within the interior 5,000-acre impact area, though UXO has also 
been recovered outside that area. In 1993, COE experts determined that the area south of the 2.75-inch rocket safety fan 
was “widely contaminated” with UXO. Based on BLM policy, the Butte Field Office implemented an emergency closure on 
the impact area. The MTARNG was also advised that their R/W for the range would not be renewed upon expiration in 
2014, and the only way to assure their continued use of the area was through a withdrawal. 


Continental Lime (now Graymont) filed mining claims on lands within the R/W area in the early 1980s when it was 
authorized by SLUP and the R/W. In 1992 and again in 1995, Graymont filed mining plan amendments resulting in an 
approved expansion of its operations further into the rocket firing fan area. in an agreement facilitated by the Montana 
Consensus Council, the MTARNG has agreed to clear UXO from the expansion area so mining can safely continue. BFO 
recently reviewed a safety plan submitted by MTARNG that would allow Graymont to conduct exploratory drilling south of 
and into the rocket firing fan. That plan is currently being reviewed by DoD Explosives Safety Bureau (ODESB) for 
approval. Graymont believes MTARNG must acquire approval by the DDESB before exploration can proceed. 
Graymont recently informed BFO and MTARNG that the current rate of UXO clearance will likely not meet their 
exploration needs. 


MAIN DECISION OR MESSAGE: 

A site tour was conducted July 2002, with the following entities represented: Butte Field Office (BFO); BLM WO military 
liaisons; several members of the MTARNG including the Chief of Staff; a Pentagon representative; and the plant manager 
for Graymont Western U.S Inc. mining company. The BLM will be a cooperating agency for the project legislative 
environmental impact statement, which has been contracted by MTARNG to Tetra Tech based in Helena, MT. BFO is 
attempting to finalize an interagency Agreement with MTARNG which defines roles and responsibilities and pi ovides for 
cost reimbursement for case processing by MTARNG. The National Guard Bureau (NGB) in Washington, D.C., does not 
believe they can legally reimburse BFO for its costs associated with processing the withdrawal, and discussion continues. 
CFO is providing resource information to Tetra Tech. Another unresolved issue with the COE and NGB is the withdrawal 
application--when it should be filed and what information it should contain. The EIS will result in Finding and 
Recommendations to the WO and Secretary of interior. The action will require an amendment of the Headwaters RMP. 


BUREAU PERSPECTIVE: 

Public interest is expected to be high. The withdrawal would affect PILT payments, recreationists/hunters, and could 
impact several grazing allotments depending on how the resource management plan for the firing range is structured after 
the EIS is completed. There is also potential for the validity of some of the mining claims to be affected by the withdrawal. 


CONTACT: 
Elizabeth Williams, (406) 533-7638 
47 


U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 2003 — 573-102 / 68012 Region No. 8 











